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DETAILED ACTION 

The RCE dated 2-8-08 is acknowledged. 

1 . Newly submitted claims 10-11, 1 3-1 5, 1 7, 1 9, 22-24 are directed to an invention 
that is independent or distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following 
reasons: The originally submitted claims were drawn to either di block or triblock 
polymeric vesicles whereas said claims 10-11,1 3-1 5, 1 7, 1 9 and 22-24 are drawn to 
vesicles containing both diblock and triblock copolymers. The vesicles in these claims 
are totally different. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for 
prosecution on the merits. Accordingly, claims 10-11, 13-15, 17, 19 and 22-24 are 
withdrawn from consideration as being directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 
1.142(b) and MPEP § 821.03. 

Claims included in the prosecution are 1-2, 4-6, 8 and 25-28. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

It is unclear as to what applicant intends to convey by 'wherein the composition is 
a detergent' as recited in claim 4. Does it mean it contains a surfactant or the entire 
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composition is a detergent for washing purposes? Since the block copolymers 
themselves are surfactants, it is unclear as to what applicant intends to convey. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1 , 2, 5-6, 8 and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) as being 
anticipated by Meier (6,916,488). 

Meier discloses vesicles made of amphiphilic triblock copolymers containing 
instant monomers and encapsulating enzymes such as lactamase (abstract, col. 3, line 
23 through col. 7, line 65; Examples, example 4 in particular). Instant claims 25-28 
recite the functional limitation of the stability of the vesicles in the presence of a 
surfactant. The burden is upon applicant that the prior art polymersomes do not behave 
the same way as instant polymersomes. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
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subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

7. Claims 1-2, 5-6, 8 and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wong (5,01 7,501 ) in view of Disher (Science, 1 999) or vice versa; 
that is, Disher in view of Wong. 

Wong teaches enzyme encapsulated liposomal compositions. Although Wong 
does not teach the preparation of polymersomes containing di or tri block polymers, he 
teaches the use of synthetic surfactants for the preparation of liposomes (abstract, col. 

8, lines 3-18 and examples). 

Disher teaches that amphiphilic diblock polymers (polyethylene oxide- 
polyethylethylene) like phospholipids when dispersed in water self-assemble into 
lamellar structures (vesicles) and the vesicles thus formed are tough vesicles and are 
useful for encapsulation (abstract and page 1145). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use vesicles made 
entirely from Pluronic which is an amphiphilic diblock polymer in the compositions of 
Wong since Disher teaches that such vesicles are tough; Alternately, to encapsulate 
enzymes in Discher's vesicles made entirely from diblock polymers would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art with a reasonable expectation of success since 
Disher is suggestive of encapsulation of active agent and Wong shows that enzymes 
can be encapsulated within the liposomes. 
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8. Claims 1-2, 4-6, 8 and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Disher (Science, 1999) in view of Meier (6,916,488) or vice versa; 
that is, Meier in view of Disher. 

Disher teaches that amphiphilic diblock polymers (polyethylene oxide- 
polyethylethylene) like phospholipids when dispersed in water self-assemble into 
lamellar structures (vesicles) and the vesicles thus formed are tough vesicles and are 
useful for encapsulation (abstract and page 1 145). Disher however, does not teach the 
encapsulation of enzymes within the polymersomes. 

Meier as discussed above, discloses vesicles made of amphiphilic triblock 
copolymers containing instant monomers and encapsulating enzymes such as 
lactamase (abstract, col. 3, line 23 through col. 7, line 65; Examples, example 4 in 
particular). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to encapsulate 
enzymes in Discher's vesicles with a reasonable expectation of success since Meier 
shows that enzymes can be encapsulated within block copolymer vesicles. Alternately, 
to use the polymeric vesicles of Disher to encapsulate the enzymes taught by Meier 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art since these vesicles are also 
tough as taught by Disher. 
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9. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wong 
or Meier each in view of Disher (Science, 1999) or vice versa as set forth above, further 
in view of WO 97/241 77 of record. 

The teachings of Wong, Meier and Disher have been discussed above. What is 
lacking in these references is the teaching of the use of the composition as detergent 
compositions. 

WO 97 teaches liquid detergent compositions containing non-ionic block 
copolymers such as ethylene oxide-propylene oxide and encapsulating enzymes. The 
amount of this polymer is between 1-50 %. (abstract, page 19, lines 13-32 and pages 
44-48. One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated further to use the tough 
vesicular preparations made from the diblock polymers of Meier and Disher since WO 
97 shows the use of these polymers for the encapsulation of enzymes in laundry 
detergent compositions. 

Applicant's arguments have been fully considered, but are deemed to be moot in 
view of these new rejections. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gollamudi S. Kishore, Ph.D whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-0598. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30 AM- 4 PM, alternate 
Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Krass Frederick can be reached on (571) 272-0580. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Gollamudi S Kishore, Ph.D/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1612 
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